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Kurd  l'eleph<mc Setvice C<>mpan), Inc ("Rutal"). a turd1 incumhcnt loca l  exchange carrier providing service in 
i io r ihwstc i  II K.ina,ia. h w l d  lihe to Iahe thia  oppiiilunity t r i  addrew tlatements made by Western Wireless ("WW") in i t s  
Pertticin ICI I:liniindtc Rate l i t  Ketui n Regulation ( i t  Incumbent 1,ucdl Exchange Carrirts ("Petition") Spccihcally, Rural 
ui11 ;iddic\, strltemriits wntained in  ,411achmeni A to \aid I'etilion regarding the Kamas  '*case study" IhJt purports to 
ieprc\cnt CCII.IIII i s w e $  Ih,it di i i \s  diiiing Kiii;il'\ ~ u d i t  hy ihe Kdn\.t\ Corpciidtion Commission ("KCC") 

WLV riiLiLe< \C\CI. I I  4dtetnciit\ r epc l i ng  1111: . ~ u d ~ t  u t  Kui.11 hy the KCC, which l o o h  plocc during lhe year\ 2000 and 2001 
The \ t a ~ z i i i c i i ~ \  niddc in Artachnient A relrlird t u  Ruial. in mohl imtances, sevciely misrepresent the tacts ot the cahe For 
e\itmplr. W W  stcite5 I h d  Kui-a1 "cl.iiincd mi,ie propcrty t i i x  enpen\e than i t  hdd dctually paid during thc test year" 
t Atuiliineiii A. p.tgc 6) This btntement i s  pdtcntly take Jiid demunstmes J misconceprion of how the stale ratemakin., 
picice,\ UOI I\ ii i  K,tnsa\ WW' \  statement regdiding property tax expense retcrs to 3 piriformd, or niirmalizing, adJubtmenr 
inade IO RuiaI's 1990 test )e.tr. which in t h i h  c d x  recognized that Rural's property tax expense was lower when measured 
I I niontli\ Iheyond Ihc  cnd ( i f  ihc tc\t y e ~ i  ( I  e , Nirvember ?OO0) Rural did not clrlim expense that i t  hdd not paid, and 
WW', \t.itenicnt to the conlrdry should he \ten a \  incoircct propaganda 

W W  ,tI\o iI.iiin> thdi the Ciiiiiinissiiiii louiid t l i i l ~  Rurdl l id ex~esh  intrd\ldtc revenue< ot S801.533 (Attachment A, page 6) 
kin1 0 1  dl. ihe mxiui i t  quoled hy W W  doe, no t  rctlecr the tinJl KCC deteiniindtion Secondly, W W  i s  ubviously 
.iilcmpting I,, cotrel,iie \1a1c c.iinin;b .ind r,iicm;ikinp priiceduics with rho% under the Cmnmission's lurisdiction ~ namely, 
iiiIcr\i.m :ice\, and Iedei.il i in iwrsa l  $21 vire suppul t Thi, coiicI.it~c~n, that in w m e  u'ity Rural'c rcvcnue requirement i in d 
K~ln\,zs luri\dicuon,il bLisi5 Cdn be <oinp,iird 1 1 8  i t s  inicistrlte ievenuc icquirement, cannot be made tor many  reasim, Ihe 
n imt  . ippaicnt  being the dil'lering r a w \  l i t  ieturn authorixd by the KCC and the FCC This, i n  many instance?, accounts lor 
whdt [he KCC m;iy tind d \  revenue e x c e ~ h ,  when, i t  the a m e  tindnciiil statemenls were examined under the FCC's rules, 
tlic coinpiny may be earnin; under i1\ authorized rate ot return in the interstdte ju r i~d ic t ion  

W W  cl.iii i i\ that Ruidl u\es dcpreciatii>n rdtes iiot permitted by the KCC Al l  the depreciation rates Rural utilizes have been 
ctpprovcd t h i i i ugh  Order.. Irom the KCC 'l'hi, is  another trivolous iind enagpeiated claim by W W  Finally, the i n i l u w n  ot  
Iohbylnp .ind cti~pordte iinagc .idvertiring ex l icnw U;IL 

iiitcrpl-ct,ition t i t  the rule\ which can d i i x  in .iny irltc i:isz pioceediii:! 

I n  \uintn;ii), g ive t i  tlic mi\rei~trr~nt, i i i i in c>t i,ici\. ihc Cointiiis\ion \hould not rely on WW's Attachment A in i ts 
deliheratioti\ duiing this Ipi<,ceedtng 

Sincercly 

mi\undei\tanding and di\agreement with the K C C  tin the 


